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PREFACE: ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT -

0 t

Th1s report presents a case study of- the economic 1mpact of e1ght

‘ 1nst1tut1ons on the economy of the St. Lou1s metropo]1tan irea. The

e

"Introduct1on“ briefly presents the history and purpose of the prOJect
and indicates the process by.which cities and institutions were_se]ected.

The report continues with a section briefly describing the St. Louis

a

area economy and the broader arts cOmmun1ty\ "The third section of the <

report presents our f1nd1ngs concern1ng the econom1c effects of the ex-
¥

‘amined institutions., This sectipn. begins with an outline of the study
approach data requ1rements, and methods. Inc]uded is a review of the
1imited nature of our ana]ys1s Findings are presented in terms of direct

and secondary effects on local business vo]ume, persona1 1ncomes and jobs,

’ business, 1nvestment and expansion of- the 1oca1 cred1t base together with

t . ‘

effects on government revenues and expend1tures LA ' ,
\\ ’ .
A var1ety of techn1ca1 matters concerning data qua11ty and ana]yt1caT

‘methods are addressed in th1s section, espec1a11y matters 1nvo]v1ng loca]
and v1s1tor aud1ence spend1ng The reader is referred to a deta11ed

techn1ca1 supp]ement for a’ morevcomplete discussion of data hand11ng and
14 : ,

methodo]og1ca1 issues.

14

The final section of the report Tse devoted to a further-review of the
lintited nature of .our.analysis, including a discussion of the less tang131e
economic effects that have not been idéntified. .Caveats are reviewed re-
gard1ng the use of the data for the deve]opment of arts and economic de-

Y

velopment, po]1c1es.\ y .

0 ) . L -




SECTION I: INTRODUCTION

N
A. The History of the Project

This report is one of a set of six case stud1es oflthe economic
1mpak5;%f arts activities conducted dur1ng fiscal 1978 by staff of the
Joh:s Hopkins Univer¥ity Center for Metropo]1tan Planning-and Research

"in parcn@rsrip with arts agencies in: Co]umbus, Minneapo]isQSt. Pau1:

| Spr{ndfield; I]]ihois, Salt Lake Cipyf.St. Louis and San ‘Antanio.* The \\
studies are a continuation of a oi]ot effort conducted in Ba]timore in o
fisca1 1976:** Research has been supported byhthe National Endowment
lfor ch;,Arts with significant cost sharing and donated services by the
Joons ngkins University and local sponsoring agencies. Ao overu{ew
and aoa]ysis of the six city Partnership Citied Project is currently 1in
progress‘and will resuit in a separate report. A techndca] supplement for
each case study is also being prepared. It will inc]ude a reviewbof study
procedures in each city and the data used in estimating various effec%s

The six participatiqg cities were se]ected from an initial group of
approximately 70 cities and institutions that had responded to either

“etters se@ébto local and state arts agenc1es or announcements in arts-

~related pub11cations. Approx1mate1y 20 agencies cont1nued to express

*Study sponsors 1nc1ude The Greater Columbus Arts Council, Twin
Cities Metropolitan Arts Alliance, Springboard, The Utah Arts Counc11
The Arts and Education Counc11 of Greater St. Louis, and the Arts Louncr]
of $an Antonio. ¥ o\ . £

3 N

s **David Cwi and Katharine Lyall, Economic Impacts of Arts and Cul-+
- , tural Institutions: A Model for Assessment and a Case Study in Baltimore,
s ‘ Research Division Report #6. WNew York: Publishing Lenter for Cultural.

Resources, 1977.

;!g;




‘ . i T ]
interest after‘evaluating‘the level of effort required for participation.
{

A national adv1sory comm1ttee\he1ped 1n the se]ect1dn of the f1na1 six

cities. L f’ ‘ L

Exh1b1t 2 presents the partnersh1p c1t1es and exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons
\

They are scattered thrdﬂghout the Un1ted States and sinclude a var1ety of

different types of mu5eums and perform1ng arts organ1zat1ons It<+s-
important to note that they are not a sc1ent1f1c samp]e but rather an
111ustrat1ve cress section of some of the more well- known Tocal resources

b -
f arts agencies are represented as study spon-

in each c1ty -A4var1_fb
sors, each oF whom utﬂl1zed somewhat different management plans and lpcal

gu
reSOurges. Our ov;rV1ew aqd analysis of the ent1re s1x city prOJect

f

>$essment of the impact of these d1fferent arrangements

will tnc]ude;@n_a

i !3 “ .
on study conﬁuctgaﬁ‘, . : »

B. Proiect Objectives . - @ =
; rojec Jjecti e q

i ' od ‘
ncies and institutions to gondu%i‘:sefu] and credible studies

4

Imgatt of a:College or University on the Loca] Econo;xA(Wash1ngton, D.C.

/Amelncan Qounc11 on Educat1on, 197'T | e

L . : .ov " A .
I E . , . -
R ' . .

Ih1s mode1 was adapted from J. Caffrey and H. Isaacs, Estimating the

A%




o _ | Exhibit 2

1 ) ‘§

Minneapolis/St. Paul

Tﬁe Children's Theatre
Chimera Theatre
The Cricket Theatre
The Guthrie Theater S ‘
Minneapolis Institute of Arts
Minnesota Dance Theatre
. Minnesota Orchestra .
St. Paul Chambex Orchestra -
Walker Art Centér
The Science Museum of Mipnesota’
, - . .
. Springfield -1 .
& . '
Springfield Symphony Orchestra
Springfield Theatre Guild
Springfield Art Associatidn
Springfield Ballet
Art Collection in Illinois :
$ State Museum
- 01d State Capitol
Community Concert Ser1es
Springfield Municipal Opera
Ol1d State Capitol Art Fair
Great Amerlcan People Show L

_Cdlumbus

v

[y

Ballet Metropolitan
Columbus Museum of Art
Columbus Symphony Orchestra
Center.of Science §& Industry
Players ‘Theatre of Columbus
Columbus Assoc1at1on for the
Performing ArtsV(Ohlo
heatre) A

List of Participéting Institutions ’ : .

. Salt Lake City v

" Ballet West .
Pioneer Memorial Theatre
Repertory Dance Theatre
Salt Lake Art. Center
Theatre 138 i
Tiffany's Attic N
Utah Museum of Fine Arts
Utah Symphony ' :
Utah Opera Company

¢ Ririe-Woodbury Dance Co.

-

°

St. Louis

St. Louis Art Museum -7
. S8t. Louis Conservatory & School

for the Arts (CASA)
St. Louis Symphony .
’Missouri Botanical Garden
McDonnell Planetarium (
Loggttofﬁllton Repa;tory The@tre :
Museum of Sc1ence ‘and Natural
. History )
" Dance Concert Soc1ety

-

.'X .
San Antonio

San Antonio Symphony

San Antonio Opera

The Witte Museum

Museum of Transportation
The Carver Cultural Center
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1nterna] records of exam1ned arts 1nst1tut1ons as we]] as from local, -

state, and federa] strces Aud1ence reséarch 1s a]so requ1red as we]]

t

" as a surve%/ﬁf the\staff of exam1ned-1nst1tut1ons Consequent]y, the f‘g

e X

study pr0cegs can prov1de sponsors w1th an opportunity to develop a data

\ base,on audiences, staff,_and institutional operating characteristics

' A . _ :
that can be updated over time and”may be,useful in its own:right. In .
the context of the work“conddcted up to that time, the Baltimore'Case-
Study made several advances which are described in”thdt report.

g Fo]]ow1ng the d1sseT/nation of the study, questians were raised re-

‘ gard1ng the 1mpact of arts organ1zat1ons in other commgn4t1es 'It was -

hoped that add1t1ona1 case stud1es focus1ng on a wade array of 1nst1tu-

't1ons would 1ead to a bettér understand1ng of the econom1c effects of

' var1ous types of arts act1v1t1es in a]ternat1ve comWUn1ty sett1ngs

- e - -»., .
- R g S N - T,

The $ix 1nd1v1dua1 case stud1es dea] with a ]1m1ted set of 1oca1

P

cu]tura] attract1ons. The necess1ty.to conduct s1mu1taneous aud1éq

'stud1es over severa] weeks as we11 as other demands 1mposed by study

’

methods sharp]y Timit the number of- 1nst1tut1ons that Can be 1nc1uded

' The case studies report on the 1mpact of 1Tlustrat1ve 1nst1tut1ons se]ec—

Y

ted by the lqca1 sponsor1ng agencies. They are not studies of the’ 1mpact

of all local art1st1cxand cu]tura] act1v1t1es

n

4
C. The Institutions Exam1ned 1n St. Louis

/1\:“

This report is the resu]t of research on the audiences, staff, and

financial and operating characteristics of the following eight cultural - ﬁa}

: jnstdtutionsgin the St. Lguis SMSA: B > Ef’

s

._("

~

a =
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v St. Louis Art Museum . "+ McDonnell Planetar1um
' St. Louis Conservatory & School = Loretto- Hilton Repertory Theatre
for the Arts (CASA) ., Museum of .Science and Natural .
St. Louis Symphony ‘ History . N -
Missouri Botanical Garden Dance Cencert Society.- %
These institutions xepresent a wide.range of.institutional types and in-
clude some of theinore well-known Tocal organizations. The institutions o v

were selected for study by the Arts and Education Council of Greater

,St Louis as d result of-a process 1n1t1ated 1oca11y ‘to identify 1nterested

organizations. Pr1nc1pa] prOJect staff at the Arts and Education’ Council
of Greater St. Louis together with active local participants are cited in.
the acknowledgements at the outset.of this report.

The examined activities are examples of the importance of-committed
individuals and groups to the denelopment of 1oca1 culture] institutionsi

The Saint Louis Conservatory and School for the Arts (CASA) was foUnded

b

~in 1974 as the result of a merger between a co]]eg1ate 1eve1 institute

(the St. Lou1s Inst1tute of Music) and an inner c1ty ”commun1ty schoo]"

(the Commun1ty Music School). In 1977-78 CASA had an enrollment of more

than 1,200 students at foor‘brancnes who received instruction in music, ' \

voice, dance, drama, and art. ‘.
The Missouri Botanical Garden'opened to the public. in 1859, largely

due. to the vision of Henry Shaw, a retired businessman. It was the

first botanical garden in the United States and considers research,

education and display to be its three primary functions. The library

an

‘at the Missouri Botanical Garden is considered among the top four 9r

five botanical libraries in the worid.
. \ ' ’
The Dance Concert Society was founded in 1966 to sponsor nationally - J

i P . N . !
and internationally acclaimed contemporary dance companies 1n performance.
+ . ' .




‘ The Soc1ety S scope has w1dened recent]y to include the sponsorship-of
extended educa¥1ona1 res1dence9 of four or more companies each year,
ThegLoretto H11ton Center was opened by Webster Co]]ege in 1966. ;

The f1rst profess1ona1 c0mpany produced by Webster CoITege suffered heavy .
wdebts, and was c]osed after four years of operation. The theatre opened,'
. in 197i as an.1ndependent.not—for—prof1t corporat1on under an arrangementl

that allows thé theatre to use the coﬁ]ege;owned‘faci]ittes. In addition

to-the mainstage'program this professiona1 repertory theatre a1so produces L,

a tour1ng company that performs for e1ementary and Jun1or high school -
" students, as well as for 1mmob111zed sen1or c1t1zens

The Saint Lou1s Symphony Orchestra is the nat1on s second oldest

major orchestra and ranked among the best in the Un1ted States The

Symphony's permanent home 1is Powe]] Symphony Hall, former]y the St ‘Louis
‘Theatre (remode]ed in 1968). -Durino the 1977-1978 season there were 59 -
regu]ar subscr1pt1on concerts, 15 Pops concerts, 10 special Chr1stmas |
concerts, 45 educat1ona1 concerts for ch11dren and young adu1ts; and a

six concert Baroque Orchestra- ser1es, all held 1in Powe]] Hall. The

Symphony presented an add1t1ona1 50 concerts in the area, and toured in

3T cities.
The St. Louis Art Museum was founded in 1907. TheJMuseum is now a

subd1str1ct of the Metropo11tan Zoo]og1ca1 Park and Museum District es-

tab11shed 1n 1971 by an act of the M1ssour1 State Leg1s1ature .Ihe~

]

Museum i we]]—known for 1ts Galleries of Primitive and Pre-Columbian

Art. - LT S , N - .

The Museum of Science and Natural History is another subdistrict of

the Metropolitan Zoological Park and Museum District. The Museum, as

i

presently constituted,® was founded in 1972.

»
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~ The McDonnell Planetarium was financéd by a 1956 bond issue, and Lo

opened to the public in 1963. Curfent]y, the P]ahetarium is also a sub--
. o ~ . " -
v ~ district of the Metropolitan Zoological Park-and "Museum District.

[ 4 %

In the following section we p]acé the examined institutions within .

the broader context of the St. Louis economy éhd arts community.

-



SECTION JI: THE ST. LOUIS ECONOMY AND ITS ARTS
h ‘ © COMMUNITY: AN OVERVIEW

The next section of this report discusses study findings and reviews
the.strengths andnlﬁmitations of our approach to examininy economic ef-
fects. To appreciate this discussion as well as the effecfs attributed
to the eight examined institutions, if is useful to examine tHe economy
and broaderyprtsvéommunity of the Sf.-Louis Metropé]itan Area briefkhy.

- \J
Exhibit 3 presents selected data of interest on thg St. Louis area

market . , .

The St. Louis Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) consists
of the City of St. Louis; the Missouri counties of Franklin, Jefferson,
" St. Char1és, and St. Louis; and the IT1inois counties of C]intbn,iﬁadiéon”
Monroe, and St. Clair. In 19?7'the St. Louis SMSA ranked 12th in the
nafion with a pépu]ation of 2,378,000; THTS rép}ésented a 1.3% drop from

~ ' 1
1970, when the St. Louis SMSA ranked 10th with a population of 2,410,8831

The estimated population in 1978 was 2,453,000.° -
Situated on the banks of the Mississippi River ang close to the mouth
of the Missouri River, St. Louis was foqnded as a F}en:H'fur-tradingrpost
in 1764. The towh later passed into Spanish and finally American oWneF-
ship. In the early 19th centgfy, St. Louis became the primary starting
point fbr pionegrs moving west.
. The St. Louis business community includes 14 firms in the Forbes top

500 for sales, with 12 St: Louis-based firms in the top 500 for assets.3

]County and City Data Book 1977, U.S. Department of Commef%e, Census
Bureau, p. 578, 696. ' '

- . N . . ‘

ZMark Twain Bancshares

3Forbes, May 1978.



| Exhibit 3

Demographic Data on Households i

n the St. 'Louis SMSA

A

. - "
SMSA
| INCOME -

1977 Median %.of Households by EBI Group (1)*

Household (A) $8,000 - $10,000 . ‘ .

Effective -(B) $10,000 - $14,999 Average Annual Change 1969 Median

Buying 1 (C) $15,000 - $24,999 in per Capita Income, Family

Income (1) (D) $2§,000 and over 1969 to 1974 (2) ° Income (3)

. (A) (8) (C) (D) Y
$16,876 5.4 16.6 v 34.9 22.3 7.3% -$10,504
CITY .
N * '
INCOME 1

1977 Median | % of Households by EBI Group (1) ]

Househof™ | (A) $8,000 - $10,000 | : . ' o | | -

Effective |, (B) $10,000 - $14,999 ~ Average Annual Change 1969 Median

Buying (c) $15,000 - $24,999 in per Capita.Income, Famitly

Income (1) (D) $25,000 and over 1969 to 1974 (2) Income (2)

A m ] @ | . ] ® |
 $12,268 7.8 9.1 1T era | 12,5 1T $8,173
- T

-

* . ' y " o i S
Effective Buying Income refers to personal income less personal ‘tax and nontax payments. Nontax -payments-
include fines, fees, penalties, and personal contributions for social insurance. ‘ \

, ‘ .
)  SOURGES: (1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vol. 121, No. 2,
g - - July 24, 1978, P. C. - 126.
. (2) County and City Data Book 1977, U.S. Dept. of Commerce,\__~

Census Bureau, p.

580-581, p. 698-699.

(3) 1970 Gensus of Population,.U
' Census Bureau, Table 89.

.S. Department of Commerce,

18
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’ Exhibit 3 (cont'd) * '
‘ ((% ' -
SMSA - N ~ ﬁ£::;‘~'
. EDUCATION, 1970,
. Persons 25.Years 01d and Over
P ~ Age (As of 12/31/77) School Years Completed (2)
T " —
I ;. . .4 Yrs, _ ‘
Median . % of Pop. by Age Group (1 : Less . of High 4 Yrs. . of
Age of 18-24 ¢5-34 35-49 50 and than . School ‘College
Pop. (1) : Yrs. Yrs. “Yrs' Over Median 5 Yrs. "0r More Or More
, ) .
29.7 | 12.2 15.6 16.7 24,9 11.7 Yrs. | -4.3%, 48.0% ,10.1%»/
t . : .
.o - 7
CITY 3 3
gﬂ“‘
’ ~ EDUCATION, 1970
. . Persons 25 Years 01d and Oveér
Age (As of 12/31/77) School Years Completed (2)
P IT ' ) ‘ . ¢ 4 YY‘S. '
. Median ; % of Pop. by Age Group (1) - Less . of High 4 Yrs. of °
Age of .- 18-24 25-34° | 35-49 50 and than, School Co]]ege
Pop. (1) i . Yrs. Yrs. o | o Yrs. Over Median 5-Yrs. Or More Or More
T * | W T :
32.3 | 182 -13.0 14.0 | 32.5 9.6 Yrs. | 7.3% 33.1% 5.6%
~ SOURCES: (1) Sa]és and Marketing Management, Vol. 1@@3fNo. 2, '
' July 24, 1978, P. C. - 123, C-124. :
(2) County and City Data Book 1972 u.s. Dept of Commerce,
19 Census Bureau, p. 569, 715.
21
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' T7 Cee - Exhibit 3 (cont'd) -
' W L I ' . o T ) L ,,,’1 i s %&& e, ﬁ ww&aw - W B
R ' . v K , B
SM?SA‘ ‘ v . v . .
" POPULATION ? .~ POPULATION CHANGE -
' 3 B , R LE '
1977 1975 1970 1960 11970-1975 1960-1970 :
i) (2) (2) (3) (2) . -(2) .
i ]
2 378,000 2,366,542 2,410,884 2,060,103 -1.7 i2.4
xf . . % » . i}
ﬁITY ) ; - A - e . ~
POPULATION . - = POPULATION CHANGE .
’ . : A -IN % _ > »
| : — — - s : — ' - 5
- 1977 1975 | 1970 1960 - |- 1970-1975 1960-1970 - - ;
) (2) ///Lz) e, o (2 ) - &
. I3 r O  — - - . : - . — o .
503,400 524,964 /// 622,236 750,026 -15.6 . -17.0 IRV
SOURCES T (1) Sales and Marketing Management, Vo] 121, No. 2, l ’ i
~July 24, 1978, P.C. - 123, C-124. f?'
(2) County and City Data Book 1977, U.S. Dept\ of Commerce, . /'-\
Census Bureau, P. 578, 696. v . '
(3) County and City Data Book 1962, U.S. Dept. of Commerce, St o .
Census Bureau, P. 448, 526. : ' ‘ .
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‘ Fortune cited 20 St. Loufs-based industrial firms among the nation's top-

. .- 4
1,000 industries in 1977.°

2

f:' : Co Tbe'area's industrial sector prqvides the grgatest number of local .
jobs. In partiqu]ar} the aut;%obile 1;dustry is a major employer.
Chrysler Corporation and General Motoré each emp]oy more fhan 5,000 5er-
sons, while Ford Motor Company and A.C.Fi‘Indust(ieS (a motbr vehicle

- parts corporatioq) eagp emp]oy‘moré than'3,600:h_E1e¢tricq1 and enerng
relgted companigs,are also major empioyér;l‘ Emerson Eﬁécfric COmpénx, .
ﬁhe Union FJECtrit Company , Squthweste;n Bef] Telephone Company, ahd

0lin Corporation‘each employ mbre than 5,000’persons,vwhile Mqﬁraw}

-,
e

"Edisén’Corpofation employs more than 3,000. Other major employers 1hc1ude

' Fbmous-Barr and Sears-Roebﬁck retail department stores,.McDonnell—Douglas/

 Corporation; thélMonsahto Company,!and Washington Universjty. In 411,
thefe are 96 organizations ihat;emp]oy 1,000 or more'wquers.5 ' '

) o The Broad scope of arts activities avaiiablevigvgreater St. Louis

" is indicated by‘the large nuﬁber'of instithtﬁons'(1P6) that belong to

v the Arts and Education Council of Greater St. Louis. These institutions
range ffom music and tHeatre groups.to a bubJ{g radio station and a
seulpture garden. The”SMSA has 10 colleges and universities as well as

©

R 6
five,community colleges.

LN

Arortune, May/June 1978.° -

. 5Large Employers of Metro-St. Louis 1979, Busingss.lnfofmation
Center, St. Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Association.

-

- SO 6The Arts énd Education Council of Greater St. Louis: 1977 Annual
Report, St. Louis, Mo.
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The exam1ned institutions are on]yfe1ght of the many non-profit-arts
%l’k‘ ST
- ) and%fu]turé] organ1zat1ons in the St, Lou1s SMSA These institutions
. rep%é ent a r1ch array of art1st1c and§cu1tura1 activity. Wh11e the ex\\

]
' -,;iigf : 1

-1nst1tut1ons may typify the 1mpact of var10us types of 1nst1tut1ons, '

com%§:c1a1 and non- prof1t act1v1t1es Consequent]y, var1ous assumptions

P i fjﬂeed td be made by 1nd1v1dua1s seek1ng to generalize concerning the ' \"

‘Vinandnﬁﬁpact of the entire 1oc%1 "cultural 1ndustry " It is clear,’

¢ the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons do not exhaust. the 1mpact of th1s

t

' i:ever it is defined. For example, census data for 1970 (wh1Ch

Artiéts -and Entertainers in the St. Louis SM3A.*. Tptal full-

‘t at the -examined institutions was 510.

,:;fn a?cisua] 1nspect1on of the area yellow pages te]ephone directory K

L;‘a varhety of enterpr1ses, some portion of which may be deemed cul-

:{;f hoﬁ?the arts. Exhibit 4 cites selected categories within the |

d1rec}€ry and the number of establishments 11sted; | | ‘\\M\\‘\e
nfite om*the 1mpact of some elements of these add1t1ona1 business

Eﬁi1s and1]ab1e from the County Business Patterns series (1977)

"Be}owf%§e/1iéied, for example, data on various retail establishments used

!

o b : . .
RO » ‘ )
‘E:.]: - I'i%’ “I’ A h
’}j;': i - B
g oo o .
Tﬁ1s represents actors, architects, authors, dancers, designers

mu51c1aus and ‘tomposers, painters and sculptors, photographers, radio .
and TV dpnougcers, and a miscellaneous category. Excluded aré individ-
uals employed' j# art galleries and other.arts-related pasitions. Source:
Where Artists Live: 1970, Research Division Report #5, A Study by
- Data Use and A cess Laboratories, New York Pyb]fshing’Cehter for Cul- : .
; tural Resource', July 1977. o T - '

4 \ ! . ~ @
” -
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Exhibit 4

.

' Number of ‘Various Arts and Gultural Establishments

Listed ‘in the St. Loui§ Metropolitan Area Yell

oW P%es
o

photographers is 30%.

Includes playhouses, movie houses, adult pi
Includes talent agencies magicians, entertdinmenti\Camps.

and driveins.’

. Ay
- Art: ' . . Musics N o
Galleries and Dealers (1) 41 . *  Arrangers and Composers 3
Hetalwork i - Background - B 5
Needlework apd Materials v 22 Dealers 9
Restoration ¢ 4 Instruction: -
Schoats 7 Instrumerntal
. ~ ,Vocal \&g\
Artists: - ;
Commercial (2) 45 Musical Instruments:
Fine Asts (2) 7 Dealers 65
Materials and Supplies -2Q . ﬁpair . 9
- Q : olesale and Manufacturers 4
B0k Dealers: ’ ‘
Retail (3) 70 Musicians (3) 16
Used and Rare’ 9
Wholesale 6: Orchestras and Bands 19
C.Qétunfes: . . Organs 23
A Masquerade and Theatre ' 3 Repair and Tuning. - . 5
Craft Supplies ) 45 . Photo Engravers 1
Dancing: i Photo Finishing, (Retail) 95
Ba trooms - v
Instruction 58 - Photographers:,
Supplies 15 Adrial 8 .
Commercial . .83
Flover Arranging: Portrait (4) Lo 87
Instruction - Supplies and Equipment =
Wholesale : 4
Glass: “ . 5, . . T,
Stained and Leaded 2 Piano and Organ tovers 4
Hobby and'itodel Supplies: - Pianos: B
Retail T 30 Ifstrument R — 32
: Repair and Tuning - L.~ 25
Libraries: * : TN
¢ Public - - 45 +Quilting 3
Magicians 4 Records: .
Supplies” . 1 Retail , 33
Wholesale and Manufacturers -
Motion Picture: ' : .
Supplies and Equipment 2 Sculptors . q
Film Libraries 6 ‘
Laboratories 3 Silver.and Goidsmiths 2
Producers and Studios 9 )
» Theatres (5) 59
Murals 1 *
. Theatrical:
Museums e Agencies (6) n
Equipment and Supplies 5
Makeup : i 4
Source: St. Louis Yellow Pages. May understate the number of establishments
in thé St. Louis SMSA. ’
(1) Includes fine arts, graphics, photography, prints, framing.
(2) Includes many specialty shops such as religious, science fiction,
. adult newsstands, etc. EE
23) Includes both individuals and groups.
4) The percentage of portrait photographers also listed as commercial
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ranging from arts-and crafts supplies and musica]1instfuméh£§"t0“ph0tq;v§g7vr~< .

I

. . 1 . . . ‘ . " - . . . . .
o~ . - i . ’ B ‘ . /

-

by the gengﬁal public tOQether_with their Standard Industrial'C]assificaJ

tion code.* ' o , E : ' v
i v ’ N v t ’

! .
.« . , A T

. ‘ ' ~° PRayroll

Number Empidyees' ($000) "

SIC 5732- TV-Radio R T 513 4,531

SIC 5733, Music and Record Stores C 62 - 413 2,520

SIC 5942. Bookstoyes L . 35 238 1,338,

SIC 5946 Photography Stores R 32 208 « " 1,18 -
SIC 7832 Movie Theatres (except drive-in) 46 626+ - 2,251+ |

. v TOTAL 291 1,998+ 11,758+
2 o N ‘,/ ’ . K ja

' Other local retail establishments séfVeﬂthe needs of professional

A N o s : o
artists and amateurs as well as the general public restding both within
and Qutside the St. LOUiél§M5A- T;iif 1nC]ude industries involved in
the méQ%égcyyﬁg and distribution of arts-related goods and services,

e

graphic quégmght,aﬁa books . Artsiseryices overlooked range from fele-

féh7' c{gigiiaﬁd?féébydéﬁénfa511if%é§;M%6';EV??MﬁﬁsfﬁTbuﬁidn, gaﬁservatipn-dhd T
a hbst of ;thér ahfsfrelatgd'prqdyction or distribution activities.

“— “In fée'f01loWihé se;fibnlof this répoff we'‘'review our fihdipgs con-
cerning @:e_ecéhomif impact of the eight ékémingd institutioﬁs. The

éOnC1udiﬁg,séction of this study is devoted to a review of the Timited
nature of our analysis, including’a discussion of the.less tangible

economicﬁeffects that have not béen identified.

% . . - N .

*Tﬁis approach to describing the culture industry was suggested by
Louise Wiener's analysis of the national culture industry, c.f. Louise
Wiener,i"The Cultural Industry Profile,” unpublished memo, January 1979;
deveToped for submission to the Federal Council on the Arts and Humanities :
as parﬁ%of a broader issues identification memorandum.. Data cited above - \
are conservative if .only because census confidentiality requirements -

limit the availability of data when the number of firms is small. . SIC

’ 1assi§ications with suppressed data are indicated above by "+" intended
%3\§$gﬁify'that the actual number is greater than that shown. Employee
hdicates total number of persons employed whether full or part-time.

fifires

- data 4
. 1
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SECTION III: THE ECONOMIC EFFECTS OF EIGHT CULTURAL INSTITUTIONS
ON THE sz'LOUIS METROPOLITAN AREA

e

A. Study Procedures -

Scope of Study

tural institutions selected by the Arts and Education Counch‘bijreater

‘ attractions available 10ca11y/but'a}é not a'scientific sample. . No a;- o

. This study reports'én the economic effects of the eight local cul-

St. Louis, and described briefly at the end of Section [ of-this report.

¢ ' 5 )
The organjzations examined are illustrative of various types of cultural

tempt‘hés beenfmade to assess whether the effects attributable 'to the
examined inétitutionS‘are typ%ca] of the broader universe of St. Louis |
area cultural activities. Additional caveats coﬁcerning{the 1ntérpreta-
tion of study’findi}gs and their use in developing cultural or'economic'i
deve]opment policies are presented in the concluding éect1on of this re-

port. The conservative and 1imited na&ure of our methods 15grev1ewed

below. In the discussion that follows, terms such as "local," "the -

St. Louis metropolitan area;" and "the St. Lduis regié%" are used inter-
éhangeab]y to identify the St. Louis Stanaard Metfopo]itan Statdstical
Area (SMSA), which, as noted ear11er, 1nc1udes Frank11n Jefferson,

St Charles and St. Louis Count1es in Missouri, and C11nton, Mad1son,

Monroe and St. Clair Count1es in I11inois. A]] figures are for f1sca1 . h

1978 un]ess 0therw1se noted.

-

Study Methods and the1r Limitations

To assess the Tocal econom1c effects of arts 1nst1tut1ons, we have . '

deve]oped an approach that focuses on the 1mpag¢ of institutional opera-

" tions on important scctors of the community: Various aspects of

27




)
’ N
N ‘. ’
. , . \
» ( .

institutional operations are referred to as direct effects. .The con-

servative and limited nature of the model reflects its narrow focus on

the most read11y ava11ab1e direct effects Tocal spending by the in-
stitution,.its staff househoTds, guest art1sts, and aud1ences These
direct effects are then ana]yzed using a 30 equat1on model to determ1ne

secondary effects on government, bus1ness, and 1nd1v1dua1s The dis-

.cuss1op be]ow h1gh11ghts various other con;ervat1ve aspects of our
methodology that may 1ead to an underest1mate of total d1rect effects

' In,part1cu1ar, the reader is referred to the discussion of audience

spending which reviews~the'impact of our conservative approach to
1dent1fy1ng Tocal: and v1s1tor spend1ng
Pirect effects are 1dent1f1ed using the procedures d1scussed be]ow.

These expend1tures made in the commun1ty by the 1nst1tut1on, its staff,

‘guest art1sts and audiences' have a secondary impact 1nasmUch as they

lead to Tocal personal incomes and jobs, add1t1ona1 1oca1 business

- vo]ume,ﬂbank deposits, investments by ffrmsain needed property and

equipment, and tax revenues from such sources'as sales, property and
income taxes. we have sought in"effect, to trace‘the'impact of a ffow ’
of do11ars through the commun1ty beginning with an in1t1a1 expend1ture
by the examined 1nst1tut1ons, their staff, guest art]sts and audiences. N
. Local expend1tures by- the 1nst1tut1ons represent a refurn to the ,”
community of income from various sources These include grants from
private and, governmenta] sources, contr1but1ons, sa]es to non- local res1-
dents, and endowments. Some port1on of 1nst1tut1ona1 income represents

"new" do]]ars in the sense that they were not a]ready in the commun1ty

and might never ‘have appeared or remained were it rot for the exam1ned

28
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1nst1tutipns. For example, ticket and other.sales to visitors involve

. dollars not~a1neady in the ;ommunity as may ald or a portion of grants

froni various brivate and governmental sources. We have not attempted
to identify hnew" dollars except in the case of visitor spending nor
have we_examined the extent to which the arts restrict 1mports, i.e.,
include sales-that might have gone to institutions outside the commun1ty

had- there been no 1oca11y ava11ab1eaact1V1t1es SRS ' w

Many persons believe that there is a r1cher 1ess tangible, and more
indirect sense in which arts and cu1tura1.act1v1t1es affect the Tocal
economy. We have-traced the 1mpact of expend1tures d1reot1y assoc1ated g
with institutionaliopenat1ons. Some persons be11evelthat the ava11ab111ty
of.cu1tura1 attnactions has an additional impact due to effects on the

percept1ons, sat1sfact1ons and resulting behavior of - househokds and firms,

(for example, the decision Q{ a firm to 1ocate in the commun1ty or rema1n

and expand. ) No attempt has been made to identify and assess these more '

subtle and 1nd1rect re]at1onsh1ps *
' Iy \\‘/ ? ’

Data Requ1rements

It was necessary to conduct ‘several surveys in order to 1deht1¥y 1oca1
‘_‘,_/

spend1ng by the examined 1nst1tut1ons,,the1r staff guest art1sts and

aud1ences. Inst1tut1ons were asked to complete a data 1nVentory wh1ch

.

These issues are explored-in more detail in-David Cwi, "Models of
the Role of the Arts in Urban Economic Development", forthecoming in
Economic Policy for the Arts, Hendon and Shanahan (eds ), ABT Books, 1980..
Research on the implications of "economic impact" data for regional cost-
sharing of arts and cultural 1nst1tut1ons by the several units of govern-
ment that comprise a metropolitan area can be found in David Cwi, "Regional ~
Cost-Sharing of Arts and Cultural Institutions," Northeast Regional Sc1ence

Review, Vol. IX, 1979.

-

29
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includes necessary information on their operating and financial'character—
istics, including total e*penditures with local firms. This inventory
., Was comp]eted with‘assfstance from 10ca1 stody staff. Quest1onna1res
- "~ were also compﬂeted by the staff and aud1ences of the exam1ned institu-
tions. In addition, extensive data were col]ected from 1oca1]y ava11ab1e
reports on matters as varied as the tax\rates‘and bases for,a]] Tocal
ﬁ.gdurisdiction§awi0ca1(gqyetgmental expendi;ures; and. the number of chal‘
housing units and househo]ds Our procedoresiinc1uded the training and
. mon1tor1ng of {ocal studﬁ staff together with documentat1on of local
_procedures Var1ous procedures were utilized to assure audience study
quatity. A comp]ete rev1ew of data requ1rements and procedures is pro-
vided in a forthcoming techn1ca1 supplement. Selected issues regard1ng

i

estimates of audience spending are reviewed be]pw.

B. Direct Effects

- .- .
i e @

i .
The d1rect effects of the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons 1nc1ude 1oca1 spend-
1ng‘for goods and serv1ces, sa1ar1es and wages to'local res1dents, and
~expenditures by guest aPtTStS and audiences. Each of these effects 1is
discussed below. As noted ear11er, we have not 1dent1f1ed the extent to
. wh1ch these d1rect effects 1nvo]ve new" dollars except in the case of «
: v1s1tor aud1ence spend1ng. Exhibit 5 presents se]ected data on 1nst1tu-l
tiona]tdirect effects during fiscal 1978. These direct effects Tead to

secondary effects 1nvo]v1ng 1oca1 businesseés, government and 1nd1v1dua1s

These are rev1ewed 1mmed1ate1y following our. d1scuss1on of d1rect'effects
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" Exhibit 5

L

g Summary of Direct Effects of Eigﬁﬁ Arts Institutigns'l
| in_the St. Louis SMSA, FY 1978

\ - . Highest and Lowest Values -
Total for , % of Total of the Examined Institutions
all Institutions Direct Spending . Low » . - High

Local expenditures of the 1nst1tut1ons A ‘ o - \ : )

forgoods and %services - = ¢ - $ 5,248,714 25% ' $60,600 . .$1,414,789 ..

Employee salaries and wages e $ 7,652,006 37%

Local audience, spending (other than ,j . _ . s ‘

ticket pr1ce) , $ 6,600,197 o 28 $ 7,326 $1,269,028

Non local aud1ence spend1ng (sole " S » ' o \

reason) o _ ' : $ ]’290i134_ 6% . '$,23472 ‘ $ 39],3]3

Guest artist spending - . $ 119,576 o § 0§ 56,980

- TOTAL DIRECT SPENDING = 2 $20,910,625 . -100% |

1

* A ' ' ‘ . S
inclu i ors indicati min itutions was the sole
Only includes s ;ﬁd\ by visitors indicatin thatuattendance at the.e§am1ned 1nst1tg s
‘reazon for theiE vi;?%\fe\§t Louis. . For gdata on,other classes of visitors see text'and Exhibit 6. s

e~

**Less than 1%.
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Local Institutional EXpenditure}éfor Goods, Services and Saiaries

It is estimated that the(exéhined institutions made 82% of their ex-
penditures for goods and services with local vendors and that this totalled
$5,248,774: The percentage of non-labor expenditures made locally by the
examined institutions range from 43% to 95%. An additional $7,652,004

was spent for salaries and wages to local households. No estimate has

been made of the impactvof additiohal earned ahd‘other income by institu-
tional employee households. {The éverage percentage of total household |
inoome earned at any one of the exomined institutions was reported by
their full-time employees to range‘from 84% to 100%.) |

Guest Artist Spending

-~

Each yeér, oultural ihstitutiohs also contract with hon-resident‘de-
signers, directors, conductors, featured so]oists, touring groUps and.
others. These non- res1dent "quest art1sts” were reported. to have spent
a total of $119,576 locally. No attempt has been made to 1nc1ude spend1ng
by guest artist entourage.

- Audience Spending

Decisions regardind the handling of audience'data can have a major

nt

impéct on "economic impact“ estimates Be apprised‘that we have only

counted the ancillary spend1ng of v1s1tors from outside the metropo]1tan
area who indicated that attendance at the arts event was the1r sole reason 2

i\ B

for being 1in the commun1ty. At ‘some 1nst1tut1ons th1s is a small

*Persons may visit a community for a number of reasons and once there
may happen to attend a cultural event, a decision they made only after they
arrived. Under these circumstances, it seems inappropriate to count expenses
incurred during their visit as an impact of the cultural institution. "Even
when they planned ahead of tinie to attend the cultural activity, this may
not have been the sole reason for their visit. In keeping with studies to
data, we have counted all complementary spending by local audiences as an im-
pact of the arts. This should not be,taken to imply that this spending might

not have occurred had there been no arts activity (c.f. the caveats that con- .

. .
¥ N
)

clude this report). These issues will ‘be explored further in the paper in
progress rev1eW1ng the entire Partnersh1p C1t1es proaect .

R




~above admission fees.
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beréehtage of tot&] visitor éttendance and spendihé( It i§ important té
note,that many vﬁsifo;é indicated tﬁat théy had planned qhead Qf time to
attend even though attendance a% a cu]turai actiVity was not fﬁe sole

réason‘fdr their visit. ‘Exhibﬁts 6 and 7 present se]ected data an Qiéi-

tor spending. These data can be used to estimate the 'impact of audience

‘ spending utilizing other (1ess'restrictive) assumptions. ;~

As can be seen from Exhibit 6, total attendance by Tocal resident§

is estimated to be 1,995,972 persons¥* Af the‘examfned 1n$tifytions, s

- Tocal auq1ences speht sums ranging from $1.00 to $4.36 peﬁ peksoh per_'

visit for items such as meals and parking. - During fisca1‘1978,'1ota]

audiences are conservatively estimated to have épept $6,600;197’over and

An estimated 507,528 JiSitors from‘outside the SMSA afténded_the ex-

amined‘insfitutionS-during fiscal 1978* They comprised from 2;6% to

,38}4%‘of*t0ta1 attendance depending on the institution. Of these visitors,

.39,672 are estimated to have visited St. Louis specifica]]yuto attend the

institutions under study. Many other visitors expected’ to attehd while
visiting St. Louis, but it was not their "sole reason” (c.f. Ethgit_7).
Visitors from outside the: SMSA are of speciaf'ihtérest inasmuch as .

their Spending”represénts "new" dollars. Across all examined institutions,

. *In evaluating audience expenditures,figxis important to nbte.that
audience -surveys conducted to estimate dudierice spending were carried out
in "the late fall and winter. . While this fell within the season of-'several

" . of the examined institutions, it excluded the spring and’ summer months.

This may haye affected estimates of the number of -visitors to the St. Louis

~area that attended the institutions as well as estimates of audience spending.

In addition, data on average per capita spending, while ‘appropriate for the
calculations necessary to estimate economic effects, may-be less useful as a
descriptive measure of a typical audience member's spending. Median spending
was significantly less due ta. the fact that many parties reported none or
very little spending. These issues, incTuding the quality of data on spending

., available from-se]f-adminjsgered~guestionnaires; wi};ipe:egplorgd.further in
‘the paper in progress reviewing the entire Partnership Cities project. -

¥ra




Exhibit 6

Audiehcé'Summa[y Data for Eight Arts Institutions

in tﬁe.ét. Loﬁ}s SMSA* .
Highest and Lowest Values.

Total Over for the Examined In§tit0tjons

Non-local Audience
Per Capita spending:
sole reason

not sole réason (other visitors)

~Qther Non—]oqa] Audiénce Data,f

Mean distance traveled to
event/performance:

'sole reason 82 miles
not sole reason (other visitors) 80 miles
‘% staying in hotel: A ,
sole reason - - , 22%
not sole reason (other visitors) 29%
Mean number of nights in the area: L
sole reason ’ .o 0.68 nights
not sole reason (other visitors)

— .

: $157.04

4.06 nights .

- Eight Institutions Low High
“Tota] Attendance
Local attenders 1,995,972 7,326 783,289
Non-Tocal attenders étota]) 507,528 227 212,383
Non-local attenders (sole-reason) 39,672 76 12,033
Average‘Over
Eight Institutions
Where Audience Resifles « ” ' :
% residing:' e
1) in St. Louis. 17.6% 12.4% 26.1%
2) outside St. Louis but in SMSA 62.1% 42 .49 82.5%
~ 3) outside SMSA ‘ 20.3% 2.6% 38.4%
Audience Spendi -
. S ’ i R
Local Audiénce “ -
% of individuals reporting : -
any spending  63% 26% - -78%
. . Per Capita spending/ $3.31 $1.00 $4:36

*Surveys conducted in Fall -and Winter of 1978-79. Attendance adjusted to exclude
" . in-school performances and institutional events oltside’ the SMSA. .The average
reported for all institutions is‘weighted based on this adjusted attendance. See
technical supplement for the information on methods and procedures. . :

3
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Exhibit7 oL

Eight St. Louis Arts Institutions: Percentage: - g R 'i:‘*i— )

of Audience from Out-of-Region

Name of Inst1tut1on and

. Total- Aud1ence Sample S1ze

% Audience,FtOm
Qut-of-Region

St. tou1s*Art Museum (n=364) 26.8‘
.St. Louis Conservator# and ) .
# School for-the Arts (n=116) 2.6
ét; Louis Symphony-(nf?ZS) 7 “7.3
Missouri Botgnteal Gardens (n=52§) | i 38:4 ’
 McDonnell Planetariun (n=225) 8.6 )

- Loretto—Hilton.RepertOfy‘Theatre (n=T162) 5.1 C

Museum of Science and Natural
History (n=534)

DancevCoheert Society (n=837)
Loy . . Ve 1 - .

- -
‘.
i

*

.7 dates surveyed

N

36

i X -

’ | '53;6'
,’.’7/ .

21.4
6.7

/
/

F3

"% of Out-of-Region

Audience Who Expected

"~ to Attend Institution

66.3 .5,

-

100.0*
67.3%
52.1 -

37.3

56.4*

80.4*

There are only a limited number of visitor case$ in these 1nstances due e1ther to
small sample size .or to the.small percentage of visitors ip the*audience on the
These data should be treated with caution. ' :

.. "l.

- % of Out- ot’Reg1on Audience

Who-Came Specifically to
Attend Inst1tut1on

v " -

S 5 6 %
:
t

'§3.3*‘
C20.4%
6.2
5.1

25,5+

37




7surveyed out of reg1on "sole reason" vis%tors reported per capitafexpendi¥ |
.tures of $32 52, resu1t1ng in total expehd1tures of $1 290,134 -that canq33‘~u?
e conservat1ve1y attributed to the draw1ng power of the examined cu]tura]

o « ) . L4

ﬁaet1v1t1es.*';§ersons for whom~attendance at the cultural institutions was'”

not their soie*reason for being in the -community spent an.additionalv
1 i .
$73,472,106. ., ‘ o
v . l . ) - . . N - - ‘\ i i
-\" ' C. Secondary Effects C L

i L . B
Ty . w o

e -

The d1rect\eff1ctr(descr1bed'above répresent purchases of gqods and

g

firms by the examinmed instjtutions, their staff guest- -

services from Loka] .

N
.-artists and aud1ences., As we have indicated, some of these purchases are .,

3 Ty . . . . . , ..
made with dollars already in the community, e.g. that portion of admission
income,received'by the institution frOm local residents (as opposed to
visitors) and returned to the commun1ty through 1nst1tut1ona1;sa1ar1es, i

wages and 1oca1 purehases of goods and- services. Included also-are con-

: AN
tributions of payments for serv1ces from 1oca1 government. Data on
! . . ‘ N . ' /). -
government revenues received'by the examined jinstitutions-in fiscal 1978
- is presented ih the [section on government expenditures and revenues. o

-
"

These direct effects, -some of which involve “"new dollars, represent g

institution-related expenditures with locdl firms and local households.

-

This income is in tdrn respent by them. Respend1ng in the community of
dollars 1dent1f1ed as d1rect effects 1eads to secondary effects 1nvo1v1ng

2 " -tocal businesses, governments, and 1nd1v1dua1s. These secondary effects
. \ . "

’ 4
-

@ - . -

. *As can be seen from Exhibit 7, at several institutions the sdmpie ~* :
y v of-visitors was so small as to make analysis difficult for items as vari- .
able as visitor spending. Analysis across institutions was performed as:

described in-the technical supplement.. Est1mates of visitor spending

: should be treated with caution. 4 : ' )

-
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- Secondary Business Volume,.Personal .Income and Jobs C. R RARE
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«
-
v »

take a Variety of forms,‘including additiona] local, person-1 income and

'Jobs, add1t1ona1 local business: vo1ume, bank depos1ts, 1nvestmentS by

firms in needed property and equnpment, and tax reveriues from such .

v T

sources ‘as salesj property and 1ncome»taxes.

9

-

Interindustry or input-output ahalysis has evo1ved as a‘principal'
ana1yt1ca1 too1 for 1dent1fy1ng secondary effects such as secondary bus1- | . -
ness- vo1ume, persona1 1ncome and JObS Because an apprec1at1on for the o

" technique is useful for understandfng these secondary effects, we will

* take a moment to briefly review it. A pr1ncipa1 purpose of the techn1due .

“is to identify the portion of'institution—re]ated‘direét‘effects that ¢ - - ptf
- N . l H ' . : ~ . :? ‘ .

is respent locally by local households and firms and to assess the impact "
B - . 7 i

of th1s respend1ng " | ~ | ‘ : i

’ The process is called’ "1nter1ndustry" ana]ys1s because it beg1ns

with the recognition that a sa1e in any one industry resu1ts in a comp]ex

" -

interindustry interaction as firms buy and sell to one another. To

produce and sell an additional unit of output, a f1rm requires a var1ety

a

A
of resources, 1nc1ud1ng goods, services, and labor.- Some of these needs

can be met locally throughlpurchases.from local firms. Others cannot.

' Consequent]y, only some portion of any dollar of sales remains in the

“community; name]y, that portion that is returned to the commun1ty through

a ’J‘
Tocal salaries and purchases from 1oca1 supp11ers These supp11ers 1n

t.
[y

turn must purchase goods, services and 1abor. "Some of their needs can,

fbe met Tocally and others not. This leads to further 1eakage. '(Hence, ,:

the importance of industries that bring new dollars into,the-commUnfty.)

-
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Simi]a?1y,.househo1ds-that-redgﬁue income from‘local firms meet some of °
the1r needs through- purchases From: 1oca1 f1rms wh11e other needs are met.

by purchases made outs1de the commun1ty

}p ' Thus, an 1n1t1a1 do]]er of sales 1n one 1ndustry result

ﬁcba1n of transact1ons 1nvo]v1ng other 1ndustr1es which retu A some por-
vft1on to the Joca] economy to the extent tA8t their needs car be met ’

, locally. By adding up the diminishing increments of thi§ priginal do%far

. - Lo - . x . &
after every transaction witk local vendors,.we can estima e total bgsi-

)‘ ‘ . . . . -- K3 | - 3 .
ness volume associated with an ikitial dollar of sales. JA similar process

B can be used to identﬁfy the'port n of thjs dollar of sales that is:re—

spent by 1ocaJ\f1rmsvas Salaries and'wages., Estimates ca _a1so he'made

of the number of JObS in other bus1ness sectors support by a chatn-of:.

1nter1ndustry traﬁsact1ons beg]nn1ng w1th 1nst1tut1 n- re]ated d1rect

- N ‘ effects | N .

Input output coeff1c1ents were used to est1mate secondary bus1ness'
vo]ume, persona] TDQDQG and JObS ass0c1ated w1th the f1sca1 1978, direct

effects of the examnned 1nst1tut1ons. We est1mate that the secondary o -
busjness volume Q511 eventua11y total some $42,2463030. ‘This 1s est1mated

to result in $15,899;168 in additional wages representing 2,005 St. Louis. .

area jobs. These jobs are iniaddition to the‘510 dndividua]s ehp]oyed

full-time at the examined ﬁhstftutions.* f‘ | } .

»

Add1t19na] InVestment and Expansion of the Loca] Credit Base

0

Add1t1ona1 secondary effects>include an expans1on of the 1oca1 credit

base due‘to bank depos1ts held 1oca11y by- the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons, their

“ - *Does not include employees 11v3ng outs1de the SMSA, nor:gfzz\?:\5kaéé,e4"u

1nc1ude the 25 full-time equivalent employees paid under the Comprehensive

.- Employment and Training Act (CETA). ,Volunteers are also excluded from the
~ economic - impact-analysis. - : P '
e . : : ‘\\ . .
. O ‘ ‘ : . o - L .
ERIC - L - 40
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empioyees, and the 1o€a1‘businesses benetitting trom.institution-re1ated
direct e;fects. We' estimate that.average monghly Fiscal 1978 balances

in business and employee savdngs andgchecking aocounts totaled $§,641,360.
When reduced by federa1 and state‘cash—reserve requirements, thfs a]}ows

an initial expansion of the cred1t base totalling $6 058 120.

~

* Finally, in fiscal 1978. area f1rms benef1tt1ng from 1nst1tut1on-

‘related direct and secondary business act1v1ty are estimatéd to have in-

vested $12,445,444 in p1ant, 1nventorv and equipment in support of ‘this

business volume. This"represents~the fiscat 1978 value of these assets -
not expenditures madegjn fisca1 1978, although a portion of these assets
may have been acquired'in that-vear. Expenditures were not necessari]y'
made with Tocal firmsiu'Exhﬁbitv8‘presénts'estimates for each of the'
secondary effects}disoussed above.
-’b. 'Government Exbendttures‘and Revenues~
In add1f1on to est1mat1ng ‘the direct and secondary effects on bus1- . .
nesses and 1nd1v1dua1s att.1butab1e to the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons, we have . ' y
sought to estimate the effect on 1oca1 government revenues and expend1tures -
in fiscal 1978.. Local governmenta] revenues exam1ned include real estate . ‘ 2
+taxes paid to metropolitan area Jur1sd1ctﬂons by the examtned 1nst1tut1ons

R

and their emp]oyee households as we]] as a portion of property taxes pa1d

by businesses benef1tt1ng grom 1nst1tut1on related direct ‘effects. Estimates i
were also made of }ooa] sales and income tax revenues attr1butabte.to in- !
stitution-related dtre;t effeots (exciuding tax exempt expendttures'by‘the |
institutions themse]ves ) Add1t1ona1 governmental revenues 1dent1f1ed

_ include local hotel taxes, gasoline taxes and park1ng revenues. Fees to

' 1oca1 governments paid by employee households are not. 1nc1uded



" Exhibit 8

Summary of Secohdary Economic Effects for Eight Arts

Institutions in the St. Louis SMSA, FY 1978

Secondary business volume generated :
by institution-related direct effects - v ‘ $42,246,030

Secondary personal incomes generated by
institution-related direct effects* o $15,899,168 .

) Number of secondary fu]f-t%me'jobs in
. ‘the St. Louis SMSA attributable to ' : .
institution-related direct effects** . 2,005

.

s  Initial expansion of the local credit . o S
base , | . $ 6,058,120

Current value of backup 1nventory, equ1p— ‘
ment and property | y - $12,445,444

'

¥

Does not 1nc1ude $7 652 004 in salaries to emp]oyees at the e1ght
arts and cultural organ1zat1ons '

C - |
, v Does not 1nc1ude 510 fu]] -time jobs at the e1ght arts and cu]tural
organizations. ; .
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. Our estimates of costs to local governments in the St. Louis area are

based on estimates of local governmental operating costs associated with VR
; " the provision of services to employee households including the cost of - - ‘

puB]ic instruction for households with chj]drenrin,thé-publfc~schoo]s.

(No ‘estimate has been made of the costs associated with sservices fo-the o S

.-

institutions themselves.) Local goVernment contracts for services, grants

B

and operating subsidies are included when applicable and aré'bresehtedffn

Exhibit 9. No estimates of foregone propekty,takes were made.

Exhibit 10 summarizes institution-related governmental cosﬁé and
" revenues. Included as costs are local goverhménfal‘grénts and fees for
'servféésa(cf;LExhibit 9)." In revfewing Exhibit’iO,Abeah.in min the"
 1imiteq nature ofgpur anaTysi;, No information 35 avai]éb]e by which -
to aséeés Qhefher'thelidentified ef%ects on,busfness;'ind%vidua]s and
gbvernment_are typical of the broader unfverse of St. Louis area cultural
I "jHStitﬁtions.v The tax effects shoWn are specific to\the examined mix of
institutions.

ReQenues to local ‘government include real estate taxes paﬁd‘to juris-
dictions in the St. Louis SMSA by the arts institutions and their em-
ployees, and taxes on business property devoted to servicing the institu-

'tioné. These totaled $683,664 in fiscal 1978. Income taxes atthibutable ‘ ‘;
: Fo in;t{tutional emb]oyees and the{r hoﬁseho]ds toéa]]ed $61,012. Sa]eé
%axes, Tocal hote1 taxes, gasoline taxes, restaurant taxes, énd‘state-aid

to local governments attributable to institution-related staff households

providéd an additiona[ $372;121 1nﬁTQca1 government revenues. Parking
/




- EJhibit'Q- S s
) o . Government Revenues of Eight.Arts Institutions,
. .7 st Louis SMSA, 1977-1978'
Federal , State : Local Total
Missouri Botanical o _ ' o ' : : o .
Gardens” . § - . $ 40,000 $ 40,000 '$ 80,000
. Dance Concert Society - 20,451 64,144 -— 93,595
McDoniell Planetarium -- | — T 2913025 291,025
Museum of Science and : , _A‘ T S N o ‘ ' o
Natural History? | - - . 538,225 . 538,225
St. Lox{é Art SR S T -
- Museum™: 215,000 " 81,780 2,108,372 2,405,152
St. Louis Conservatory o : S ‘ ' .
and School for the Arts 333,906 - 17,300 -- . 351,206
_ ' st. Louis Symphony 169,682 770,947 . 282,876 © 1,223,505
Loretto-Hilton 55,000 . 106,626 . -__ 115,000 - 276,626
TOTAL - $803,039 . $1,080,797 $3,375,498 $5,259,334

SOURCES: Institutioral Data Inventories, Auditors' Reports, 1977-1978.

1 .

Excludes non-operating grants. : .
2

Excludes CETA funds.

Includes all revenues received from governments in the SMSA.

Y4Subdistr1cts of the Metropolitan Zoological Park and Museum District.
Amounts shown are direct appropriations out of property tax revenues
to St. Louis City and St. Louis County.

44




S Bmibitiwo e
Sage¢tEd;ReVenues and Cdsts_to:Local Government: Attributable

o } to Eight St. Louis ArtsAInstitutions1

. - | ; : 2 . - . .
e “Revenues - R ) o o ” |
Rea1 estate taxes pa1d to Jur1sd1ct1ons in the

St. Louis SMSA by the arts institutions, their -
emp]oyees and bus1ness property devoted to

servicing ‘the institutions . - . o $ 6?3;664
Locally retained sales tax.on institution- " , |
related business volume e L $ 163,500
Local income. tax revenues attr1butab1e to o «
. institutional emp]oyees2 - S - % 61,012
State aid to local governments attr1butab1e | | _
. to 1nst1tut1ona1 employee households L $ 134,490
Hotel taxes - ' :i ; . $ 4,266
Restaurant tax - : o o $ ' 69,955
- | | TOTAL I | RT3 '
Parking revenues3 o o | _‘ ' f $; 262. w N
Total revenues to 1oca;;§overnments | | | $1 117 059 ’

Total costs to local government

Operating costs of local governments

and schdols? - ~$ 611,937
Direct apbropriatidns5 | | ' $2,937,622
Grants to study institutions. , . v $ 437,876

’ TOTAL: $3,987,435

°]Does not include estimates of sales, property, or income taxes
associated with institution-related secondary effects, See dis-
cussion in text.

2St. Lou#s City earnings tax based on 1% of employee gross earnings.

Does not apply to the Loretto-Hilton, Museum of Science and Natural

History, or CASA. Does not include effects due to other members of

employee households, since their place of work is not known.

. , 3Based on estimates made by 1nstitutiona1 personnel.
4 i :
Includes cost of services to employee households not services to . ;
X institutions. « | , | _ d o
> 5 £ . ) \ ;
Q To Planetarium, Museum of Sc1ence and Natural H1story and St. Lou1s ,

ERIC =~ - Museum of Art. - , 45
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services to the examined institutions.

33 ¢

. revenues were estimated at $262 for a total of $1,117, 059 1in 1oca1 govern-

ment revenues attr1butab1e to the exam1ned 1nst1tut10ns

Sales, 1ncome and property tax estimates anre undoubted]y conservat1Ve

o inasmuch as' no est1mate has been~made of* taxes pa1d by individuals bene-

f1tt1ng from 1nst1tut1on related secondary effects. In~addit10n, no at-

-

tempt has been made to assess the favorable or unfaVOrab1e sp1110ver effects
of, 1nst1tut1ona1 operat1ons on-surrounding taxable property values. These ;
may be emther pos1t1ve or negative. F1na11y, no attempt ‘has been made to °

la

assess the governmenta] costs or benefits associated with the more subtle

~‘effects c1a1med for the arts. and a11uded to at the outset of th1s discus-

s1on of economlc effects Our approach to est1mat1ng tax revenues is

described 1n the separate techn1ca1 supp]ement accompany1ng th1s report

Data used oin deVe10p1ng these est1mates are a1s0 1nc1uded o e
Resu]ts of the emp10yee survey 1nd1cate that 39% of empfoyees~at

the exam1ned 1nst1tut1ons res1de 1n the c1ty of St Lou1s ‘with the rema1n-

der concentrated in St. L0u1s county Appr0x1mate1y 46% of emp]oyees are

;.'homeowners . Employees report a total of 224 ch11dren in local pub11c

schools.

Costs. to local government 1nc1uded $611 937 in operat1ng costs of

"~ local governments and schoo]s. $437 876 -in 1oca1 government grants to the

examined institutions, and $2,937,622 in d1rect appropr1at1ons for a total

cdst to local ‘government of $3,987,435. As noted above, this does not

Zinclude additional costs thay may be associated with specific governmental

e
The following section concludes this report with caveatsfregarding

‘the study findings, including cautions against the possible misuse of

the findings.




SECTION IV: CONCLUDING CAVEATS REGARDING
Sfuby FIfbINGS .

'Y ) . . . , .- . . . . .
‘ ' . s C e N . . :

o able to institutienal activities when.the 1nstitution is viewed simply as

-a 1oca1 bus1ness enterpr1se The 1mportance of artistic and cu]tura]
st1tut1ons to 1nd1v1duaﬂs, househo]ds, and f1rms and hence the1r broader .
and less tangible benefits:may_ have 11tt1e to do W1th pub11c awareness of

the1r specific economic attr1butes. We have focused qu1te narrowly on

r

direct dollar f]ows‘represented by the institution's:1oca1 expend1tures

*

for goods, services and 1abor and the expend1tures of its guest drt1sts'

r

and aud1ences Ne have ca]]ed these d1rect effects and conservat1ve1y

. est1mated the secondary effects in a var1ety of dreas. For the reasons N
noted in the d1scuss1on of these effects, some estimates may be qu1te
conservat1ve, espec1a1]y estimates of aud1ence spend1ng and 1ts impact. -

The data conta1ned in this report can be used to address a number of

c
A A N

\quest1ons regard1ng the econom1c role of the examined artistic and cu]-
tural institutions. ‘It s c]ear, for examp]e, that they serve both res1—
dents.of'and vfsitors to the metropol1tan area. Arts act1v1t1es may some-
" times be so]e]y respons1b1e for 1nduc1ng persons outs1de metropo]1tan
areas to make day and overnight tr1ps * It may be assumed that even when_
arts act1v1t1es are not so]e]y respons1b1e for these v1s1ts, they may often
be one among other planned activities, and so may directly contribute to
increasing the number of v1s1ts |

As we noted earlier in our brief review ofdthe St. Lou1s area economy

and arts community, this study is not 1ntended to pass”judgment on the
H ' %

»
3 L d (3

g

"We haVE“sought to identify a-limited range of effects dfrEthy‘trace~
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'

tota] 1oca1 cu]tura1 industry. In;addition' we have only sought to

N 1dent1fy d1rect and secondary effects as def1ned in this report ~This
8 '\“~meens that a‘varlety of poﬂent1a]1y'1nterest1ng effects of the arts have -
nbeen over]ooked, effects that are not:yery’wellﬁynderstood in' apny. case.
' Inc1udéd are claimed effects ofﬁthe arts that né} be important to central

'

c1t1es as well as to the reg1ons of wh1ch they .are a part.

LR T

For example, arts, evenfs and facilities regu]ar]y br1ng thousands of '

,suburban residents- back to the c1ty and. can help draw peop]e to redeve]oped
' downtown and ne1ghborhood areas Th1s~may he]p to ma1nta1n markets for
other c1ty businesses and create an urban env1ronment attract1ve not .only

“

" to residents ‘but to tour1sts and convent1on v1s1tors as well. Consequent]y,_‘_f’:f
' arts and other fac111t1es may be usefu] in he1p1ng to ;reate a c11mate in
wh1ch the dec1s1on,to locate or remain in the city or reg1on i$ v1ewed not
as a r}sk but as‘an dnvestment. “But good research .is scarce. And the role -
‘. ‘\ of the arts end the range of their-mOre Subtle effécts is far from c]eér;*'
Po]1cy makers are 1ncreas1ng]y aware of the need to plan for mu1t1p1e
object1ves. Act1v1t1es and programs that were once v1ewedr1n comp]ete
_ iso]étion now must be understood 1n terms of the contr1but1ons‘they_can
meke to a commonjty's_broader objectives, including objectives in such areasv
as economic development and community revita1ization.'nThis study is
not jntended'to'pasé judgement on the economic development role‘of specific

‘ .
arts activities. In this connection it may be relevant to repeat and

*In particular, it 1§ difficult to isolate the arts from various
other aspects of community life, ranging from historical and socia} factors,
to property taxes, the availability of investment dollars, changes in family.
size and structure, metropolitan growth policies, and so forth. Further '
research is necessary before we will be ablé to model these more subtle :
‘v effects and be in"a pos1thon to predict the full potent1a1 impact- of an 1n-~
vestment in an arts act1vnty . -

. .
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. expand the canéts presented in the introduction to the Baltimare Case

Stddy pilot projeqt which preceded thequrthership Cities Projeét.

{

"

&

| A(1"')»

Y

]

In presenting our analysis of direct and secondary* S

effects we-are not passing judgement on the.role of
the examined institutions or cultural institutions
in general in achieving economic development or -

" other objectives. If direct and secondary effects

~velopment.objectives.

@)

are relevant to public funding for various. Jeisure
services then selected cultural institutions. may
warrant support more than many other leisure ser-
vices. However, it cannot be inferred- from this

study that ‘such support is to be preferred in general .
‘over other alternative uses of public.or private "

dollars in the fulfillment of specific ecopomic de-

!

Some of the ecdnomic,effects,cited may -have occurred
oven in the absence.of ‘the examined institutions.

rd

- For:example, arts institutions vie for Teisure-time
- dollars that might have been;spent-in'thercommunity

(3)

(4)

even if they were not spent on the arts. Converselys
some of the 1nterest"in'artiétfc.and,cultural ac-
tivities may be sui generis so that audiences might
have travelléd to other cities-to satisfy their desire
for’ the arts, or. they may have substituted by attending
complementary locdl or touring activities. In short,

if.specific institutions had not existed, we simply do-

not know whether others would have, or, in any case,
the extent to which the: economic-effects noted wouTd "

not have occurred.

In providing this analysis of. the economic effects of
a sample of cultural activities we are not advocating
that economic impact data be used as important deter-
minants of public policy toward the arts especially
“in the absence of clear cut policies’of support of the
arts for their own sake. .

It is important to note that the  institutions examined

in this study are at best a sample of a much wider range
of local non-profit and conmercial activities. In short,
the impact of the arts and cultural sector as a.whole is
much broader than portrayed in this report.
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